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that person’s cable service area. In
other words, if you were in an area in
which most families in the past had re-
ceived TV signals using a regular roof-
top antenna then you could be offered
that same signal TV via cable. By hav-
ing similar rules, satellite carriers will
be able to directly compete with cable
providers who already operate under
the significantly viewed test. This
gives home dish owners more choices of
programming.

In the past, Congress got the job
done. Congress worked well together in
1998 and 1999 when we developed a
major satellite law that transformed
the industry by allowing 1local tele-
vision stations to be carried by sat-
ellite and beamed back down to the
local communities served by those sta-
tions. This marked the first time that
thousands of TV owners were able to
get the full complement of local net-
work stations. In 1997 we found a way
to avoid cutoffs of satellite TV service
to millions of homes and to protect the
local affiliate broadcast system. The
following year we forged an alliance
behind a strong satellite bill to permit
local stations to be offered by satellite,
thus increasing competition between
cable and satellite providers.

We also worked with the Public
Broadcasting System so they could
offer a national feed as they
transitioned to having their local pro-
gramming beamed up to satellites and
then beamed back down to much larger
audiences.

Because of those efforts, in Vermont
and most other States, dish owners are
able to watch their local stations in-
stead of getting signals from distant
stations. Such a service allows tele-
vision watchers to be more easily con-
nected to their communities as well as
providing access to necessary emer-
gency signals, news and broadcasts.

I hope we are able to work together
to finish this important satellite tele-
vision bill in the few remaining days of
this Congress.

——————

OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I rise
to express my support for the con-
ference report accompanying those ap-
propriations bills which, because of our
pending adjournment, have been in-
cluded as an omnibus package.

I intend to vote for this omnibus bill
knowing full well that, like all bills, it
is not perfect in every Senator’s eyes.

I want to thank Chairman STEVENS
and Ranking Member Senator BYRD as
well as the chairman and ranking
members of the Subcommittees for in-
cluding my requests which are vital to
Colorado. As America’s third fastest
growing State, our burgeoning popu-
lation has placed great stress on our
schools, hospitals, universities and
transportation. Federal monies, which
I have sought to earmark as an appro-
priation for Colorado, are extremely
important.
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In this omnibus conference report
over $175 million will be flowing into
Colorado.

Having said this, there is one section
in the bill that concerns me. Partially
because it affects my State, but more
so because it was never considered in
the committee of jurisdiction. Neither
was it discussed in the conference com-
mittee on Wednesday, November 19 as
we worked out the final House and Sen-
ate disagreements.

I did not know of the language as the
bill came to the floor just before we ad-
journed for the year. In fact, in a
multi-hundred page bill I was not
aware of it until after it passed. But, as
I understand it, this language is in
keeping with a long standing practice
of satisfying Native American land
claims.

Let me give some historical perspec-
tive to this issue as I understand it. In
1971, the U.S. Congress passed a bill
which was signed into law called the
“Native American Claims Settlement
Act”. This was an effort to bring a de-
gree of fairness to native tribes of
America’s newest State—Alaska—who
had lost much of the use of their ab-
original land through the encroach-
ment and settlement of non-natives.

As part of the settlement, the native
peoples were given use of 44 million
acres and a percentage of the royalties
from oil and gas production thereon.
They shared these royalties with State
government and for the purposes of ad-
ministering their tribal governments
and revenues. Alaska natives and
tribes became shareholders of Native
Alaskan corporations. They also re-
tained the same rights that tribes in
the lower 48 States and as they per-
tained to the ‘‘trust responsibility’ of
the Federal Government.

As I understand the 1971 act, how-
ever, these tribal corporations around
the city of Anchorage were not consid-
ered land based tribes and were treated
differently in terms of rights and bene-
fits they would have accrued had they
been in control of aboriginal land.
These native groups (corporations)
were allowed to use their portion of the
accumulated revenue, in the form of
“bidding credits’’, to purchase either
Federal or private land in Alaska or
other States. I only know of four
States where land was actually pur-
chased. Alaska, California, Hawaii and
Colorado are the four I am aware of, al-
though there may have been others. I
have never been able to find a com-
prehensive list of land purchased, if it
even exists.

The Native Alaskan corporations
were authorized in the 1971 act to
“partner’” with tribes in the lower 48
on business ventures. So, in effect, the
lower 48 tribes became recipients of
badly needed investment capital pro-
vided by the Native Alaskan corpora-
tions while their ‘“‘partner’ could peti-
tion the Federal Government to put
the land into trust status.

One such purchase was in downtown
Denver. It had been a piece of Federal

October 6, 2004

land, adjacent to the Federal court-
house and was being used as a parking
lot for court employees. That lot was
not put into trust, but was owned by
the Native Alaskan Corporation.

There were, at the time, some pre-
liminary discussions between one of
the Colorado land based Ute Indian
tribes and one Native Alaskan corpora-
tion on how best to use this ‘“‘native”
land for economic development pur-
poses.

These purposes were limited by a va-
riety of other laws such as the 1988 In-
dian Gaming Regulatory Act, which
did not allow tribes to have casino
gaming unless they reached a nego-
tiated agreement called a ‘‘gaming
compact’” with the State in which they
were located. In turn, court decisions
further complicated the picture. An ex-
ample of this was in the Seminole vs.
the State of Florida case. In 1996, the
Supreme Court ruled that States can-
not be ‘“‘forced’ to negotiate a compact
with tribes as required by the 1988 In-
dian Gaming Regulatory Act.

At the time, I voided the discussions
concerning the downtown piece of prop-
erty about which I have spoken by im-
plementing a suggestion from the Fed-
eral courts to submit a line item re-
quest to appropriate funds to purchase
that parking lot back from the Native
Alaska corporation. I did so and
through subsequent appropriations se-
cured the money to build a new Byron
White Federal Court complex on that
site.

Since I was not in the U.S. Senate in
1971, I can only give you my view of
how that act affected this language in
question. I don’t know if it violates
any existing statute, if my constitu-
ency would support or oppose it or if it
is in keeping with the Native American
Claims Settlement Act. This probably
could have been flushed out through
the hearing process had we seen it in
bill form.

So, in closing Mr. President, because
I was not aware of the language of this
final conference report until about 2
hours ago and do not know the effect it
would have on Colorado, I do not sup-
port that section. Since it is, however,
included in a non-amendable con-
ference report and, recognizing the im-
portance of the money in this report to
the State of Colorado, I will vote for
the final report.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
YMCA OF GREATER INDIANAPOLIS

e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise
today to call to the attention of my
colleagues a signal anniversary that
has occurred in my home State of Indi-
ana, the 150th anniversary of the
YMCA of Greater Indianapolis.

Since 1854, the YMCA of Greater Indi-
anapolis has been committed not only
to providing Hoosiers with an outlet



		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-10T09:49:11-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




